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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The response received on August 25, 2004 has been placed in the file and was considered by the examiner. 
An action on the merits follows. 

Response to Arguments 

2. The applicant's arguments, filed on August 25, 2004, have been fully considered. A response to these 
arguments is provided below. 

Claim and Specification Objections 

Summary of Argument : In the previous office action, the disclosure and claims were objected to because of 
numerous grammatical errors. The applicant has amended the specification and claims to correct these issues and 
argues that these objections should be withdrawn. 

Examiner 's Response : The examiner greatly appreciates the applicants efforts to correct the 
aforementioned problems. The previous objections to the specification and claims are hereby withdrawn. 

35 USC § 112, Second Paragraph Rejections 

Summary of Argument : In the previous office action, claims 3, 14, 18-20, and 23 were rejected under 35 
USC § 1 12(2) as being indefinite for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the invention. Applicant has 
amended the claims to correct the cited errors and argues that the rejections to these claims should be withdrawn. 

Examiner 's Response : The examiner greatly appreciates the applicant's efforts to obviate these issues. 
The previous rejections under 35 USC § 1 12(2) are hereby withdrawn. However, new claim rejections under 35 
USC § 1 12(2) have arisen as a result of applicant's amendment. These rejections will be provided below. 

35 USC § 101 Rejections 

Summary of Argument : In the previous office action, claims 18 and 19 were rejected under 35 USC § 101 
as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. The applicant has amended claim 18 to incorporate the examiner's 
suggestion and obviate the rejection under 35 USC § 101. 

Examiner 's Response : The examiner appreciates the applicants efforts to resolve this issue. The rejection 
under 35 USC § 101 is hereby withdrawn. 

Prior Art Rejections 

Summary of Argument : Applicant argues that the Schwab reference does not disclose, teach, or suggest 
using the "sharing attribute information" as recited in the claim. Applicant provides a detailed explanation as to the 
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differences between the password information disclosed in Schwab, and the faring attribute information' recited in 
the claim (see remarks pgs. 21-22). 

Applicant further argues that the Schwab reference fails to meet all of the limitations of the amended claim 
4. This amended claim contains a limitation from cancelled claim 5. Applicantly has correctly noted that the 
language of the original claim 5 has been revised (see remarks pg. 22). The examiner asserts that this language 
revision has changed the scope of the claim, and rendered the prior rejection moot. 

Applicant has amended claims 6 and 7 and argues that Schwab fails to meet the limitations of the amended 

claims. 

Applicant has amended claims 1 1 and 22, and argues that the Schwab reference fails to meet the limitations 
of the newly amended claims. 

Examiner 's Response : Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are not persuasive. The 
examiner acknowledges the validity of the applicant's arguments, and agrees that the password disclosed in Schwab 
does not operate in the exact same manner as the 'sharing attribute information' in the instant application. However, 
the applicant is reminded that the claims are given their broadest reasonable interpretation, and that limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims (see MPEP 2111). The examiner's interpretation of the limitation in 
question is provided in the below 1 12 rejection. Given this interpretation, it does not appear that the points that the 
applicant raises in his argument are necessary for anticipation of the claim. By the same rationale, it appears as if 
the Schwab reference reads on the claimed limitations. The 'sharing attribute information' recited in the claim is 
merely information which indicates whether or not an image should be sent from the terminal to the saver. As was 
stated in the previous office action, Schwab discloses that some images are sent to the server, while others are not 
(i.e. there is no communication with the central database) (col. 4 lines 9-17). Schwab further discloses information 
which enables communication with this central database (col. 6 lines 50-51). Thus, this information qualifies as the 
claimed 'sharing attribute information'. 

The applicant's amendment to claim 4 have changed the scope of the claim, and rendered the previous 
rejection moot. The new claims will be addressed in the below rejection. 

Applicant's amendment to claim 6 and 7 have added additional limitations which have changed the scope 
of the claim and rendered the previous rejection moot. A new rejection of these claims will be provided below. 

With regard to amended claims 1 1 and 22, the applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are 
not persuasive. Schwab discloses layout information showing the kind and position of unit information included in 
the image (see Schwab Figure 3). Thus, the Schwab reference still reads on the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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4. Claims 1, 3, 8-12, 14, 16, 18, 20, and 23 are rejected undo- 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

With regard to independent claims 1, 12, 16, and 18, the phrase image data corresponding to said 
management information provided in advance in said management information' is confusing, unclear, and 
ambiguous on several different levels. Is the image data provided in advance in said management information?, or 
is the management information provided in advance in said management information? After that question is 
answered, further questions remain. How can image data be provided in advance in said management information? 
What does this mean? How does this work? Further, how could management information be provided in advance 
in said management information? Is this phrase merely redundant, or are there two different levels of management 
information? Additionally, how could image data be simultaneously corresponding to management information, and 
also provide in advance in said management information? What is meant by 'provided in advance'? 

The above questions show how the claim language can be interpreted several different ways, and how each 
of these interpretations is equally unclear. Thus, the metes and bounds of the above claims are not clear. 

For examination purposes, the examiner will assume that the 'sharing attribute information' is simply 
information that indicates whether or not image data should be sent from a terminal to the saver. This interpretation 
appears to be in accord with the applicant's remarks (see remarks pg. 20). 

Claims 3,8-11,14, 20, and 23 are rejected because they are dependent on indefinite claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the 
rejections undo- this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-7, 1 1-20 and 22-23 are rejected undo* 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Schwab (USPN 
6,226,412 Bl). 

With regard to claim 1, which is representative of claims 16, Schwab discloses image management 
terminals (col. 1 lines 18-23). The client computers located at remote sites as disclosed in Schwab are analogous to 
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the image management terminals recited in the claim, and the "central server computer" in Schwab functions as the 
claimed image management server. 

Schwab further discloses providing the terminals with switchover control means for sending image data 
and management information to the image management server (col. 2 lines 4-7). Schwab discloses uploading 
images and text to the central computer. This 'text' disclosed in Schwab is analogous to the management 
information recited in the claim. It follows that the 'central computer' disclosed in Schwab is analogous to the 
image management server recited in the claims. Schwab further discloses sending the image data and 
management information (text and image information files mentioned at col. 3 line 39) according to instructions 
from a user (the user corresponds to the "manager" mentioned at col. 4 line 9, who chooses whether to send the 
information to the central server). The claimed "switchover control means" are components 12-20 shown in Figure 
1 of Schwab. They send the information according to user instructions. 

Schwab further discloses that the server has switchover image registration means for registering the image 
data and management information (which is acquired from the terminals) with specific storage means (col. 5 lines 
25-32). The process of using the database files to reference the image files disclosed in the Schwab reference is 
analogous to the claimed process of registering image data and management information. 

With regard to claim 2, which is representative of claim 17, Schwab further discloses that the management 
information stored in the terminal has sharing attribute information which indicates whether or not image data 
should be sent to the server (col. 4 lines 9-17). Schwab teaches making a determination about whether to list an 
image on the central server (i.e. share it) or keep it within the local database (i.e. not share it). If the image in 
Schwab is not shared, thai communication with the central database is cut off (col. 4 lines 15-16). Schwab further 
discloses that a communication connection (col. 6 lines 50-51) between the terminal and server is accessed with a 
password (col. 6 lines 39-41), which links "the files themselves with the password" via file header information. 
Consequently, we can conclude that this password information associated with individual images is analogous to the 
sharing attribute information recited in the claim. 

Schwab further discloses sending (or not sending) the image data and management information to the 
server on the basis of the sharing attribute information (col. 4 lines 9-17). 

With regard to claim 3, Schwab discloses that the image management terminal is provided with a means for 
judging whether the image data selected by the user is stored in the image management server or in the image 
management terminal, and means for forwarding or executing a control instruction on the basis of the above 
determination (col. 8 lines 3-7). Schwab discloses retrieving selected item information and associated images from 
either the local database or the central database. The process of judging whether the image data is stored in either 
the local or central databases (the terminal or server) is inherent in retrieving the image from either one of the 
sources. Additionally, a control instruction must be forwarded or executed when one of the images is retrieved from 
either the local database or the central database. Moreover, as stated at col. 5 lines 28-32 in Schwab, "the storage 
locations of the associated image files managed by the image file server are referenced by the database file 



Application/Control Number: 09/891,495 
Art Unit: 2621 



Page 6 



server. . ." Thus, the database file server 30 functions as the claimed "storage place judging means" and 
communications server 20 functions as the claimed "terminal data control means". 

With regard to claim 4, Schwab discloses that the image management terminals store image data and 
management information for the user operating said image management terminal alone to utilize (col. 4 lines 9-15). 
Schwab's terminal data control means is the selection screen and mouse, disclosed at col. 9 lines 34-55. 

Schwab further discloses that the image management server stores the image data and management 
information for a plurality of users to share (col. 2 lines 50-52). 

Schwab further discloses that the image management terminal has control means for management of both 
the image data stored in the image management terminals and the image data stored in the image management server 
(col. 9 lines 19-33). Schwab discloses managing the image data stored in the image management terminals (ie in the 
"local database" recited in the Schwab reference at col. 9 line 21). Schwab also discloses managing the image data 
stored in the image management server (ie the "central database" recited in the Schwab reference at col. 9 line 25). 
Although the Schwab reference doesn't explicitly state that these processes are being coordinated by a "control 
means", it does teach that "operator uses the mouse to effect the display of the selection screens", and the image data 
for both the terminal and the server is managed via the selection screen as discussed at col 9 lines 19-55. 

Schwab further discloses displaying a plurality of images simultaneously on a display screen (schwab col. 8 
line 4). Schwab discloses displaying images retrieved from either the local item or central item databases (schwab 
col. 8 lines 5-6). Schwab goes on to disclose that the images have item identification numbers assigned to them, and 
that the item identification numbers for images stored on the central database computer is different from an item 
identification number assigned by the computer to an image stored in the local database (Schwab col. 9 lines 19-33). 
These different identification numbers are displayed on the display screen in the item identification number text box. 
Thus, Schwab teaches the displaying the images in a visually distinguishable manner to indicate whether the 
displayed image is from the local database or the central database. 

With regard to claim 1 1, Schwab discloses layout information showing the kind and position of unit 
information included in the image (see Schwab Figure 3). 

With regard to claims 12 and 14, all of the limitations of the claims were addressed in the above rejections 
to claims 1 and 3, respectively. 

With regard to claim 18, a program which causes the computer to execute the steps of a method is essential 
if the image processing method disclosed in Schwab is to function. Therefore, a program is inherently taught by the 
Schwab reference. 

Regarding claims 20 and 23, the limitations were discussed above (see the claim 3 arguments). 
The claim 22 limitations were discussed above (see the claim 1 1 arguments). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 8-10 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schwab as applied to 
claims 1 and 4 above, and further in view of Nakabayashi et al. (USPN 5,905,866). The arguments as to the 
relevance of Schwab as applied in the above paragraphs are incorporated herein. With regard to claim 8, Schwab 
fails to disclose the claimed renewal information preparation means and mail sending means. 

However, Nakabayashi, discloses a means for preparing renewal information showing the details of a 
renewal when the image data or management information stored in the image management server is given an 
addition or renewed, and mail sending means for sending the renewal information to specific users by electronic 
mail (Nakabayashi col. 48 lines 38-44). The data-update monitor server disclosed in Nakabayashi is analogous to 
the renewal information preparation means recited in the claim. It follows that the "results of the update check" 
disclosed in Nakabayashi is analogous to the "renewal information" recited in the claim. The registration 
management unit disclosed in Nakabayashi is analogous to the mail sending means recited in the claim. 

It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Schwab's image management system to include a renewal information preparation means and a mail sending means 
as taught by Nakabayashi. Such a modification would have allowed for an image management system in which the 
user was kept informed about updates to the central server (Nakabayashi col. 48 lines 32-37). 

With regard to claim 9, Nakabayashi further discloses that the mail sending means only sends emails to the 
users who belong to the same group as the user who revised the image data or management information 
(Nakabayashi col. 48 lines 5 1 -59). The number of users who utilize the same data-update monitor server as 
disclosed in Nakabayashi is analogous to "users who belong to the same group" as recited in the claim. 

With regard to claim 10, Nakabayashi further discloses that the renewal information preparation means 
further prepares a renewal information list of renewals made for a specific period of time (Nakabayashi col. 48 lines 
10-13). 

With regard to claim 21, the limitations of the claim were discussed above (see claim 8). 

9. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schwab (USPN 6,266,412) 
as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Matsuo (USPN 6,023,269) and Chatani (USPN 6,792,292). 

With regard to claim 6, which is representatiave of claim 7 (because a background color is also a 'pattern'), 
Schwab discloses distinguishably displaying the images so that it can be identified whether the image is stored in a 
local database or a central server, but fails to expressly disclose that each image is displayed on an individually 
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assinged background area, and said image management terminals assigns a first color to the backgroudn area when 
the image dat acorresponding to the image displayed is stored in said image management server and assings a 
second color to the background area when the image data corresponding to the image displayed is stored in said 
image management terminals. 

Matsuo, however, discloses that each image is displayed on an individually assigned background area 
(Matsuo Figure 1, elements 120, 121, and 122: This figure shows that the DBMS window 122 is assinged to the 
data stored in the management server, and that the display processing program window is assigned to the data in the 
local database ). It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the schwab reference by adding individually assinged background areas as taught by Matsuo. Such a 
modification would have allowed for a clearer distinction between the two types of image data being displayed. 
Matsuo fails to expressly disclose that these individually assigned background areas have different background 
colors. Chatani, however, discloses assigning different colors to background of different images displayed in 
individual background areas (chatani figures 15 and 16 in conjunction with col. 14 lines 37-62). It would have been 
obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Matsuo's individually assinged 
background areas by assigning them different background colors as taught by Chatani. Such a modification would 
have allowed for even easier distinction between the types of image data being displayed. 



Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension 
of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the aid of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, 
then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 1. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Patrick L Edwards whose telephone number is (703) 305-6301. The examiner can normally be reached 
on 8:30am - 5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Leo Boudreau 
can be reached on (703) 305-4706. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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